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RECENT CASES. 339 

The true value of an article is its value for the use to which it is put. This- 
doctrine is applied to railroads. State v. ///., etc., Ry., 27 111. 64; Waterworks. 
Stein v. Mobile, 17 Ala. 234. It was denied in regard to a toll bridge. State -v. 
Metz, 31 N. J. L. 378. 

Usury — Effect on Contract — Provision for Attorney's Fees — Union 
Mtg., Banking and Trust Co. v. Hagood et al., 98 Fed. 779.— A statute 
made loss of interest the penalty for usury, but provided that the contract 
proper should be valid. A contract contained provision for fees in case of suit. 
Held, that such provision is enforceable, even though the contract be held 
usurious. 

The distinguishing feature of this case is that the promise of an additional 
payment was not an absolute, but a conditional one. The institution of the 
suit was at the option of the defendant debtor, and the provision for the pay- 
ment of fees in such event must be looked on as a collateral contract. This 
brings the case within the Supreme Court rule as stated in Spain v. Hamilton, 
1 Wall. 626. The defendant relied on the divided opinion of a State tribunal. 
Agency Co. v. Gillam, 49 S. C. 350. 



